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The implementation of agritourism in the U.S. has increased in recent years. Agritourism
provides social and economic benefits to rural communities, leads small-scale farms to achieve
financial viability, and offers clientele an entertaining opportunity to meet local producers.
Although multiple resources exist to educate individuals interested in pursuing agritourism
business ventures, related materials cannot be generalized to Mississippi due to inapplicable data.
This study aimed to gain knowledge about Mississippi’s agritourism clientele by
administering surveys to attendees of the 2021 Mississippi State Fair. The survey instrument was
amended from a previous study conducted by Nasers and Retallick (2009) in Iowa. Although
most of the results corresponded with findings in similar studies, numerous recommendations
were made that were specific to Mississippi farmers and agritourism operators.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The production of agricultural commodities provides crucial sustenance required for the
survival of modern civilization (Weisdorf, 2003). Agriculture has become continuously
industrialized, enabling the immense production of agricultural products (Lyson & Welsh, 2004).
However, technological advancements and increased automation have changed potential
employment opportunities within the agricultural industry (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019).
According to Sandlin and Perez (2017), compared to 3.6% in 1980, less than 1% of the current
U.S. workforce engages in the production of agricultural products. The shift in career
opportunities has changed the structure of farming in the United States, decreasing the number of
operating farms, and increasing the average farm size (Lyson & Welsh, 2004). Over time, these
developments have removed society from agricultural practices, resulting in a significant
decrease in agricultural knowledge among consumers (Powell, 2007).
To compete with industrialized farms, small producers are becoming more diversified
and unique in their marketing strategies to continue operating (Barbieri et al., 2009). The
structural change in agriculture has motivated small-scale farms to venture into niche markets
and diversification strategies like agritourism to be financially viable (Rich et al., 2016). The
definition of agritourism used for this study includes “farming-related activities carried out on a
working farm or other agricultural settings for entertainment or education purposes” (Arroyo et
al., 2013, p. 45). However, Chase et al. (2018) stated that a universal definition of agritourism
1

does not exist. Moreover, the agritourism industry is difficult to develop due to the lack of
universal agreement regarding what activities should be included in the definition of agritourism,
and whether the definition of agritourism should only include activities that take place on a
working farm (Chase et al., 2018).
Agritourism is becoming more common because it furthers small farms in the promotion
of local products, rural economic development, and consumers' knowledge about agriculture
(Rich et al., 2016). Moreover, small producers are more likely to achieve financial success
through direct-marketing and value-addition that agritourism contributes to their land and
products (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019). In addition to creating jobs in rural communities and
improving local economies, agritourism offers a convivial environment for consumers to learn
about agriculture (Khanal et al., 2020; Rich et al., 2016).
The diversification of farms is vital to the growth of privately-owned operations, and the
implication of agritourism is as an economic factor positively benefits small-scale farms (Tew &
Barbieri, 2012). Agritourism has become increasingly popular in the United States due to the
demand to preserve land, maintain heritage, and increase farm-related revenues (Barbieri et al.,
2009; Khanal et al., 2020; Rich et al., 2016). Due to shifts in consumer preferences, the
likelihood of tourists to seek out local food items, diverse agritourism activities, and the
authenticity of agritourism operations is becoming increasingly popular among consumers
(Sandlin & Perez, 2017).
In 2019, the Mississippi Department of Agriculture and Commerce [MDAC] estimated
20.8 million people traveled among the State of Mississippi with agritourism being one of the
fastest-growing forms of tourism in the state (West, n.d.). According to (West, n.d.), Mississippi
consists of nearly 42,000 farms across 82 counties that generate approximately $150 million
2

dollars in agritourism revenue each year (West, n.d.). According to Winfree and Watson
(2018), assisting local farms and businesses, creating jobs within small communities, and
positively impacting local economies are all motivators to promote and support the purchase of
local foods.
Statement of the Problem
Since the application of agritourism practices is relatively new, there are many unknown
factors concerning the demographics and interests of agritourism clientele (Rich et al., 2016). A
study conducted by Nasers and Retallick (2009) identified that visitors were more likely to
participate in agritourism with family and friends, were willing to travel to reach agritourism
destinations, and preferred to visit farms during the fall season. However, the study
recommended that research be conducted to determine the demographics of participants in other
states where agritourism is a facet of revenue and growth (Nasers & Retallick, 2009).
Because of the social and economic benefits to rural communities and agricultural
producers, an increasing number of farms are diversifying into niche markets like agritourism
(Rich et al., 2016). However, there is a dearth of research regarding the demographics of
agritourism clientele, specifically in Mississippi. The lack of research and education regarding
consumer preferences may be preventing producers from reaching their financial objectives and
fulfilling consumer demands (Rich et al., 2016).
Promotional marketing strategies and monetary resources are being invested into the
agritourism industry without proper research or knowledge to confirm that these resources are
being utilized in the most efficient and effective manner (Rich et al., 2016). Therefore, research
is needed to determine Mississippi agritourists’ demographics and identify the activities that
3

farmers should provide to improve the Mississippi agritourism industry. Fortunately, Nasers
and Retallick’s (2009) study encouraged future researchers to modify and repeat the study in
other regions within the United States.
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to improve Mississippi’s agritourism industry through
gained knowledge of agritourism clientele’s demographic characteristics, participation levels,
consumer trends, and activity preferences. This study enabled agritourism destinations,
Extension, the Mississippi Department of Agriculture and Commerce, the Mississippi
Agritourism Association, and other stakeholders to enrich their communities with agricultural
knowledge, improved economic development, and local goods and services through the
application of consumer-driven agritourism activities. The specific objectives of the study were
to:
1) Assess consumer’s knowledge of agriculture and agritourism.
2) Determine the demographic profile of Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele.
3. Describe levels of participation in agritourism activities
4) Determine the most sought after agritourism activities among consumers.
Significance of the Study
As stated by Rich et al. (2016), there is a need for research to be conducted on the
demographic profile of agritourism participants. In Mississippi, there has been minimal research
conducted on agritourism clientele, placing agritourism operations at a disadvantage regarding
their marketing strategies and the provision of goods and services that consumers demand. This
study will provide vital information regarding agritourism clientele’s demographics, participation
4

levels, and activity preferences that agritourism operators can utilize to improve the state’s
agritourism industry. Gaining knowledge about these factors will also aid stakeholders in their
educational outreach and promotional efforts. Conducting foundational research on Mississippi
agritourism will advance farmers in the development of their farm and agritourism enterprises.
Limitations
The following limitations were considered during the process of completing this study:
1. Convenience sampling may inadequately represent the demographic profile of
Mississippi’s population.
2. The individual(s) administering the survey might have impacted the efficacy of
survey administration and response rate.
3. The study was limited based on the population that was present at the 2021
Mississippi State Fair.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were considered during the completion of this study:
1. The respondents understood the instrument’s questions and responded honestly.
2. Respondents participating in the study represented typical attendees of the Mississippi
State Fair.
Definition of Terms
For this study, the definition of terms are as follows:
1. Agritourism: “... includes various activities and/or services provided on a working
farm with the purpose of attracting visitors” (Rich et al., 2016, p. 2).
2. Demographics: “statistical data gathered to determine respondent’s age, gender,
5

income range, population category, and level of education. This data was used to
organize the responses and find any trends among subsets of the sample, such as
preferences of those from an urban area versus preferences of those from a nonurban area” (Nasers & Retallick, 2009, p. 14).
3. Direct marketing: the process of farmers selling their products directly to consumers
without the requirement of an intermediary (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019).
4. Large-scale farm: operations with an annual revenue of more than $500,000 (Lobao
& Stofferahn, 2007).
5. Local food: food produced or processed within a three-hour drive of its final point of
sale (Dougherty et al., 2013).
6. Small-scale farm: operations that generate less than $50,000 annually (Lobao &
Stofferahn, 2007).
7. Stakeholders: refers to a group of public or private organizations that support the
agritourism industry. (Arroyo et. al, 2013; Nasers & Retallick, 2009).
8. Preferences: “refers to the respondent’s interest level in activities, products,
services, and amenities at an agritourism attraction” (Nasers & Retallick, 2009, p.
14).
9. Participation: “refers to the respondent’s present (or anticipated) time spent
visiting agritourism attractions” (Nasers & Retallick, 2009, p. 14).
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
This chapter consists of pertinent literature that supports the development of the
agritourism industry. The literature review contains five themes. Theme one, the growth and
development of agritourism, discusses the industry’s evolution along with information regarding
the size and outlook of the current agritourism industry. The second theme highlights the
demographics of agritourism clientele, particularly the characteristics of individuals that
participate in agritourism activities. Theme number three discusses Extension’s role in
agritourism and describes the resources that are available through Extension to develop and
expand the agritourism industry. The fourth theme explores the markets within agritourism and
describes the increasing demand for local foods, the need for consumer knowledge of
agriculture, and the need to research the activities that clientele seek when visiting agritourism
operations. Finally, the fifth theme explains the acknowledged benefits of agritourism and local
food systems in the context of rural and economic development.
The Growth and Development of Agritourism
Although visiting farms has become increasingly common over time, the concept of
touring rural locations has always existed (Nasers & Retallick, 2009). Therefore, the concept of
agritourism is not new, but the evolution and implementation of agritourism activities in modern
society is a relatively progressive idea (Nasers & Retallick, 2009). The oldest known progenitor
7

to agritourism in the U.S. were the Native Americans, who traveled long distances to celebrate
the planting and harvest of agricultural crops (Chase et al., 2018). Europeans brought agricultural
celebrations with them when migrating to the U.S. in the 19th Century, and families would later
leave urbanized areas in the 1800’s to visit farms and rural locations (Chase et al., 2018).
Appendix E illustrates that in 2002, the Census of Agriculture, which is conducted by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s [USDA] National Agricultural Statistics Service [NASS],
started collecting data on farm-related income that included ‘recreational services’ (Chase et al.,
2018; Mann, n.d.). Furthermore, the Census of Agriculture’s 2007, 2012, and 2017 data, as seen
in appendices D, C, and B, respectively, expanded the definition to include “agri-tourism and
recreational services” and provided examples of agritourism activities “such as hunting, fishing,
farm or wine tours, hayrides, etc.” (Mann, n.d.). The following table (Table 2.1) depicts the
growth of agritourism in the State of Mississippi from 2002 – 2017, according to definitions
provided by the U.S. Census of Agriculture.
As depicted in Table 2.1, the NASS did not begin collecting agritourism data in
Mississippi until 2002. Therefore, data collected in 2007, 2012, and 2017 illustrate varying
results due changes in USDA’s definition of agritourism. This data exemplifies the importance
for creating a universal definition of agritourism to ensure data is consistent and coherent
throughout research and development efforts.
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Table 2.1

Mississippi Agritourism Development: The Census of Agriculture’s Data

Year
1997

Definition
N/A

No. of Farms
N/A

Value ($1,000)
N/A

2002

“recreational
services”

608

3,475

2007

“agri-tourism and
recreational services”

506

7,928

2012

“agri-tourism and
recreational services”

497

5,961

2017

“agri-tourism and
recreational services”

321

6,564

Figure 2.1 provides an illustration of Table 2.1 in dollars. Agritourism drastically
increased from $3,475,000 to $7,928,000 between 2002 and 2007 (Mann, n.d.). However, this
does not consider the changed definition of agritourism from “recreational services” to “agritourism and recreational services” between those years. Figure 2.1 also depicts the $1,967,000
decrease of agritourism value in 2012 and the stable increase from $5,961,000 to $6,564,000
between 2012 and 2017 (Mann, n.d.).
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Figure 2.1

Mississippi Agri-tourism and Recreational Services: Monetary Value

Note. The U.S. Agriculture Census’s progression data from 2002-2017.
Figure 2.2 illustrates the number of Mississippi farms that have implemented agritourism
onto their operations over a 15-year period. Figure 2.2 also depicts the decline in the number of
farms that have implemented agritourism onto their operations. However, like Figure 2.1, Figure
2.2 does not consider the definition change of agritourism between 2002 and 2007 (Mann, n.d.).
Figures 2.1 and 2.2 provide a visualization that depicts the increase in monetary value for
Mississippi agritourism between 2012 and 2017 (Mann, n.d.).
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Figure 2.2

Mississippi Agri-tourism and Recreational Services: Number of Farms

Note. The U.S. Agriculture Census’s progression data from 2002-2017.
Today, agritourism is one of the most common forms of tourism in the United States, and
the industry continues to expand as consumer popularity increases and proliferates (Dougherty et
al., 2013). However, creating a commonly accepted definition of agritourism has been difficult,
for the concept of agritourism varies based upon the type of attractions owned by farmers, the
size of operations, and the various goods and services being produced due to locations of
agritourism destinations (Chase et al., 2018). Determining which activities should be included in
the definition of agritourism also lacks universal agreement (Chase et al., 2018). Since
agritourism lacks a clear definition and concept, research efforts are limited and require more
exploration to better understand the developing business venture (Chase et al., 2018; Rich et al.,
2016). For this study, Arroyo et al’s (2013, p. 45) definition of agritourism, which includes
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“farming-related activities carried out on a working farm or other agricultural settings for
entertainment or education purposes,” was used.
There are many benefits of developing and advancing agritourism operations, specifically
in rural areas (Pitrova et al., 2020; Winfree & Watson, 2018). The implementation of agritourism
provides many benefits to rural communities by increasing employment opportunities and
economic growth and expanding the techniques utilized to improve consumers’ knowledge about
agricultural practices (Rich et al., 2016; Winfree & Watson, 2018). Furthermore, rural
development policies are increasingly focused on the diversification of rural economies, and
agritourism is a business venture that enables communities to become more diversified in
employment opportunities and educational efforts (Pitrova et al., 2020).
According to Lobao and Stofferahn (2007), large-scale farms are operations that generate
more than $500,000 in annual gross income, whereas small-scale farms generate less than
$50,000 in annual gross income. Small family farms collectively consist of 90% of farms within
the United States, but only produce 26% of the total output, whereas large farms only account for
8% of farms in the U.S., but produce 60% of the agricultural output (Hoppe, 2014). Since largescale farms yield most of the commodities produced in the United States, small-scale farms must
be competitive through business diversification and the utilization of unique marketing strategies
(Barbieri et al., 2009; Khanal & Mishra, 2014; Lobao & Stofferahn, 2007). Although Khanal &
Mishra (2014) found that participants involved in off-farm employment and agritourism
practices generated the highest influx of household income, implementing agritourism as a farm
diversification strategy results in a higher farm income compared to farmers who generate
income solely from off-farm employment opportunities.
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For many small-scale farmers, the implementation of agritourism has progressively
transitioned into a facet of value-addition that allows their farm to achieve financial viability
(Khanal & Mishra, 2014). Jensen et al’s (2013) study found that 81% of respondents generated
an income by selling products that were produced on their agritourism operation. Therefore,
small-scale farming operations are steadily relying on agritourism as a vital source of additional
income for their small business enterprise (Rich et al., 2016).
Due to the value-addition that agritourism provides, the United States Department of
Agriculture [USDA] supports and promotes the development of the agritourism industry in
Mississippi (Schafer, 2008). In 2008, the USDA advisory committee recommended that adequate
promotion and educational support be provided to small-scale farmers who were entering the
agritourism industry in the state of Mississippi (Schafer, 2008). Agritourism can include
numerous activities that attract individuals to small-scale farms and increase the operation’s
annual income (Rich et al., 2016).
In Mississippi, there are currently 95 farms registered as operating agritourism
destinations (West, n.d.). Numerous farms have also become members of the Mississippi
Agritourism Association [MAA], founded in 2005 to provide support and outreach to Mississippi
farmers with interests in agritourism (Phillips, 2008). The MAA website offers information and
insight on agritourism destinations within the state, including the location of venues, activities
offered, and booking availability (May, n.d.). Some of the most popular agritourism activities
available in Mississippi are U-pick/U-cut operations, pumpkin patches, corn mazes, petting zoos,
hayrides, Christmas tree farms, farmer markets, and horseback riding (Jones, 2014). However,
there are a variety of other agritourism activities offered throughout the state including fishing,
hiking, bicycling, and educational museums (Jones, 2014).
13

Demographics of Agritourism Clientele
Agritourism is a growing industry that shows great potential for the development of rural
communities and increasing agricultural knowledge among its participants (Leco et al., 2013;
Rich et al., 2016; Winfree & Watson, 2018). Although several articles (George & Rilla, 2011;
“Marketing”, n.d.) exist that contain suggested marketing strategies for agritourism firms, the
effectiveness of these recommendations is hindered without the proper knowledge about
agritourism’s customers and audience (Rich et al., 2016).
The agritourism clientele in Murphy and Melstrom’s (2017) study were primarily
between 30 and 39 years of age, generated $50,000 to $74,999 in annual household income,
and visited agritourism destinations with their children. The largest portion of respondents in
Brown and Hershey’s (2012) study were female, while the median age was 50 years old for
female respondents and 57 years old for male respondents, respectively. Interestingly, multiple
studies (Brown & Hershey, 2012; Murphy & Melstrom, 2017) indicated that agritourism
clientele have a higher-than-average household income and education attainment compared to
the state’s corresponding data. Respondents' age in Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study was
between 18 and 80 years old. Of the 415 survey respondents, 45.54% were male and 54.46%
were female in Iowa (Nasers & Retallick, 2009), whereas 40% of participants were male and
60% of participants were female in Che et al’s (2006) study of 4,360 respondents in Michigan.
Che et al. (2006) and Nasers and Retallick (2009) both concluded that word of mouth and
road sign advertisement were the most common methods of advertisement among agritourism
clientele, whereas the usage of internet had low advertisement success. Specifically, Che et al’s
(2006) study found that 37.9% of participants discovered agritourism destinations through word
of mouth and 25.9% discovered agritourism destinations through road signs. Although Murphy
14

and Melstrom’s (2017) study found 48% of respondents discovered agritourism destinations
through word-of-mouth advertisement, 17% found agritourism enterprises using social media,
whereas 9% discovered agritourism operations through an internet search. Therefore, the use of
social media is becoming an increasingly common method of agritourism advertisement
(Murphy & Melstrom, 2017).
Kim et al. (2019) stated that the use of social media could be beneficial for agritourism
operations by providing continued emotional attachment after an agritourism trip has been
experienced. Additional findings found that the primary reasons clientele visited agritourism
destinations were to pick or buy produce and vegetables, to pick or buy apples, and to participate
in family outings (Che et al., 2006). Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study identified that the
primary activities in which clientele participate were farmers’ markets and pick-your-own fruits
and vegetables, followed by hayrides. Additional discoveries were that families preferred to visit
agritourism destinations during the fall months and were willing to visit agritourism
operations annually (Nasers & Retallick, 2009). Moreover, Murphy and Melstrom
(2017) reported that tourists visited agritourism operations that provided the direct sale of
products more frequently than operations that only offered agricultural attractions.
Nasers and Retallick (2009) also stated that promotional efforts should focus on the
agritourism destination’s location, and the types of activities being offered to clientele. These
studies gave agritourism operators crucial knowledge regarding the demographics and
preferences of clientele that can be utilized to improve the operation’s income, outreach, and
educational efforts (Che et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2019; Nasers & Retallick, 2009). These
conclusions also enabled small-scale farms to hone their marketing strategies and create a
foundation of data that researchers could utilize and expand upon (Nasers & Retallick, 2009).
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Consumer preferences for agritourism activities in Mississippi might differ due to
dissimilar geographical location and commodities produced in the state, resulting in a varying
availability of agritourism activities. Therefore, it is critical to consider clientele information in
agritourism research, for these endeavors positively impact small-scale farms, rural communities,
and the consumers that they serve (Nasers & Retallick, 2009).
Potential Markets within Agritourism
Consumers are becoming more aware of the positive economic impacts resulting from
local agricultural purchases and transactions, causing the demand for local goods and services to
increase in prevalence (Winfree & Watson, 2018). According to Curtis (2014), the number of
farmers’ markets in the United States increased by 364% between 1994 and 2013. Reasons that
consumers prefer locally grown agricultural products included enriched environmental
sustainability, product quality and handling, food security concerns, and the desire to assist small
farms and businesses to improve local economies (Winfree & Watson, 2018).
There is also an increased demand for directly marketed agricultural products, which is
the process of farmers selling their products directly to consumers without the requirement of an
intermediary (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019). Although Low and Vogel (2012) found that
metropolitan areas in the Northeast and on the West Coast produced the largest value of
locally sold fruits and vegetables in the United States, the direct marketing of locally grown
produce has become more popular and prominent in all areas in the U.S. and continued to expand
with increased consumer demand. O’Hara and Pirog (2013) found that consumers participating
in local sales demand more labor and inputs from the local economy, providing financial and
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social benefits to local farms and small businesses. O’Hara and Pirog’s (2013) study also found
that fruits and vegetables accounted for 65% of locally sold food products.
The process of removing an intermediary from business transactions increased revenue
and enabled a larger profit for small-scale farms (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019). Campbell and
Barrett’s (2008) study communicated that some benefits of small-scale operations participating
in direct sales included reduced prices for consumers and an escalated profit margin for
producers. According to Thilmany et al. (2006), around 30% of consumers preferred purchasing
their produce locally through direct transactions with farmers. Lang et al. (2014) stated that
consumers desired to be knowledgeable about their food’s original locale and the production and
processing methods used to grow and transport agricultural products. Therefore, there were both
positive benefits and demand for farms to diversify their operations through creative business
ventures, such as agritourism, and the direct marketing of locally grown agricultural products
(Connolly & Klaiber, 2019).
The animal welfare concerns with industrialized agriculture also contributes to the
increase in local food preferences and the application of agritourism in the United States (Spain
et al., 2018). Since the term “humane” is undefined by law, there is not a universally accepted
definition, which explains why the labeling of products produced by agricultural corporations
can be both confusing and deceiving for consumers (Spain et al., 2018). False advertisement has
proven to be an issue with agricultural corporations in the United States (Spain et al., 2018).
Sanderson Farms LLC, the 3rd largest poultry company in the United States, was sued in 2017
for falsely advertising products as “100% Natural” (Spain et al., 2018). Other companies, like
Perdue Farms Inc. and The Kroger Co., have encountered similar lawsuits by using marketing
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strategies associated with the term “humane,” which is a legally undefinable term (Spain et al.,
2018).
These lawsuits created distrust among consumers, ultimately sparking an increased
demand for the purchase of local agricultural goods and services (Spain et al., 2018; Winfree &
Watson, 2018). Lang et al. (2014) elaborated on the finding that consumers were willing to pay
23% more for locally produced foods. Additionally, consumers were found to prioritize and
value small-scale farms and local businesses, which supports the idea that these operations can
generate justifiable profits through the sale of local foods and products (Lang et al., 2014).
However, Lang et al. (2014) also stated that the definition of local food is subjective, and
consumers lack an accurate method of determining whether food is grown by local producers.
Therefore, the ability of consumers to visit the physical location of farms and agricultural
facilities aids in the cultivation of relationships with farmers, increases consumer trust and
knowledge, and improves local economies (Powell, 2007; Rich et al., 2016; Winfree & Watson,
2018).
Extension’s Role in Agritourism
The Cooperative Extension Service has aided Mississippi residents since 1914 through
educational outreach and relayed information from the land grant college of Mississippi State
University (Settle et al., 2019). The role of Extension is to transfer ongoing, relevant information
to producers and consumers regarding diverse topics in numerous disciplines (Settle et al.,
2019). Zamudio et al. (2016) communicated that Extension positively impacts local agricultural
producers by researching and relaying appurtenant information regarding consumer preferences,
facilitating relationships among local producers, and educating consumers about the benefits and
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augmented quality of local food and agricultural products. As the prevalence of agritourism
becomes more prominent, farmers seek guidance from Extension professionals concerning the
establishment and development of their agritourism destination (Rich et al., 2011). Increased
inquiries regarding agritourism exemplifies an opportunity for Extension to provide pertinent
information that helps agritourism operations succeed (Arroyo et al., 2016; Rich et al., 2011).
The assistance from state-sponsored programs and the Extension Service is imperative
for producers to improve their business models and educational outreach endeavors (Jensen et
al., 2013). State-sponsored programs increased agritourism sales by more than 9% in Jensen et
al’s (2013) study. Additionally, Extension-led workshops were commended for an almost 20%
increase in sales among the same group of respondents (Jensen et al., 2013).
Bamka et al’s (2020) study found that agritourism destinations’ primary weaknesses
involved the lack of knowledge concerning business development and legal risks and the limited
lack of resources. Similar studies have identified other issues in agritourism, including customer
service difficulties, the transmission of zoonotic diseases, high insurance costs and liability,
along with weather restrictions and the seasonality of agritourism activities (Burr et al., 2012;
Casella et al., 2018). However, there were a growing number of workshops and resources
available to aid farmers to reduce controllable issues related to the implementation and
management of agritourism ventures (Burr et al., 2012; Ferreira et al., 2020; Rich et al., 2011).
Burr et al. (2012) identified common issues that producers faced in the agritourism
industry, enabling Extension to create resources that producers utilize to effectively improve
their operations. From the study’s conclusions, Extension associates created seven online
resources that encompassed topics like risk management, zoning and health considerations,
networking, marketing, and best management practices in agritourism (Burr et al.,
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2012). Infante-Casella et al. (2018) created six checklists for agritourism operators involving
farm safety, liability, and management techniques that ensure their operations are prepared for
the influx of farm visitors. Finally, Rich et al. (2011) analyzed the effectiveness of agritourism
webinars that were offered to farmers and agritourism operators. The authors received positive
results, with 92.4% of participants indicating they were satisfied or very satisfied with the
webinars, and 100% of participants indicating that they would recommend the webinar series to
other individuals (Rich et al., 2011). In addition, the study stated that almost 90% of participants
found the webinar’s format to be immensely convenient (Rich et al., 2011).
Although Extension is struggling with the monetary availability to adequately provide
training and educational materials to affiliates of the agritourism industry, resources are
continually being created and published to bridge the information gap within the evolving
business venture (Burr et al., 2012; Rich et al., 2011). When considering the Mississippi State
University Extension Service specifically, there are numerous publications, webinars, and
newsletters available online to inform farmers and agritourism operators of the benefits and risks
involved in agritourism related activities (“Agri-tourism,” n.d.). However, research that is
specific to Mississippi will assist Extension and other stakeholders in the development, outreach,
and culmination of the state’s agritourism industry.
Rural Community Development
Increasing concern regarding the industrialization of agricultural practices has played a
vital role in the shift of consumer demand towards the purchase of local food and agricultural
products (Dougherty et al., 2013). Although the production of local food is predominantly
commended for its effects on the environment and human health, researchers are becoming more
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interested in its potential to positively contribute to rural communities and boost rural economic
development (Dougherty et al., 2013). Ammirato and Felicetti (2014) stated that rural
communities struggle with numerous issues related to impoverishment and poor development
opportunities. However, agriculture is known to be an important factor in the reduction of
poverty and the promotion of rural development (Ammirato & Felicetti, 2014).
Agritourism is unique in its propensity to not require additional land, large investments,
or entity relocation to generate supplementary income (Dougherty et al., 2013; Sgroi et al.,
2018). Moreover, the business venture enables agritourism operators to create jobs in rural
communities, which broadens the economic diversification of rural areas and reveals the value of
strong local economies and agricultural firms (Sgroi et al., 2018). McCullough et al. (n.d.)
stated that agritourism increased the sales of surrounding businesses due to the influx of
tourists. According to Deller et al. (2020), the number of farms involved in the direct sale of their
products has increased by more than 100,000 farms from 1992 to 2012. Consequently, the
monetary growth of local food systems increased from $400 million to approximately $1.3
billion within the same time frame (Deller et al., 2020). However, consumer preferences and
purchasing decisions were the primary factors that drove the demand and availability of local
foods and agricultural products (Brune et al., 2020).
According to Brune et al. (2020), the consumption of local foods has not been examined
in relation to agritourism. However, there is potential for agritourism enterprises to positively
affect the growth of local food systems, small businesses, and rural economic development
(Brune et al., 2020). McCullough et al. (n.d.) stated that agritourism clientele visit farms based
on the availability and selection opportunities of attractions and local products.
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Connolly and Klaiber (2019) found that farmers who participated in direct marketing
were more focused on establishing connections with their customers than industrialized
agriculture operations. Contrary to the mission of corporate agricultural firms, 62% of vendors
indicated their participation in farmers’ markets was to establish and build relationships with
consumers instead of generating a profit (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019). Therefore, previous
research has acknowledged that agritourism and the implementation of local food
systems provides a beneficial combination of financial and social success to rural communities
and local economies (Brune et al., 2017; Connolly & Klaiber, 2019; Dougherty et al.,
2013; Sgroi et al., 2018).
Conceptual Framework
Since the definition of agritourism is universally unclear and the activities that should be
considered within agritourism are undetermined, the conceptual framework utilized in this study
was based on Chase et al’s (2018) agritourism framework for industry analysis. Although it has
been encouraged to further investigate the definition of agritourism and categorize the activities
that should be included within the definition, the purpose of Chase et al’s (2018) literature is to
provide a universally accepted framework for agritourism. This framework assigns activities as
either core or peripheral tiers of agritourism, and further categorizes activities into five different
sections: direct sales, education, hospitality, outdoor recreation, or entertainment.
Agritourism Framework for Industry Analysis
Chase et al. (2018) stated that activities are considered core or peripheral activities based
on whether they occur on a farm, or whether the activity is connected to agriculture. As shown in
Figure 2.3, the activity must occur on a working farm or ranch and be deeply connected to
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agriculture to be categorized as a core activity (Chase et al., 2018). Examples of core activities
include direct farm sales through on-farm U-pick activities or farm stands, on-farm tours,
agricultural festivals, and overnight farm stays (Chase et al., 2018). However, peripheral
activities do not possess a deep connection to agriculture, even if those activities occur on a
working farm or ranch (Chase et al., 2018). Examples of peripheral activities include weddings,
concerts, farmer markets, and agricultural fairs (Chase et al., 2018).

Figure 2.3

Core and Peripheral Tiers of Activities that May Be Considered Agritourism

Chase et al’s (2018) agritourism framework for industry analysis
Figure 2.4 illustrates core and peripheral activities in each of the five categories and
the agritourism activities that are placed into each category. The inner portion of the wheel in
Figure 2.4 considers core activities that are exemplified in agritourism including farm stands, Upick/cut, on-farm festivals, classes and tours, and farm-to-table dinners and tastings. Each of
these core activities fall into at least one of the five categories: direct sales, entertainment,
outdoor recreation, hospitality, and education. For example, farm-to-table dinners and
tastings are included in three of the five categories, direct sales, education, and hospitality,
whereas farm stands are placed into the direct sales and entertainment categories. Figure 2.4 also
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illustrates that peripheral activities are located toward the exterior of the wheel. For example,
farmers’ markets are a peripheral activity because they take place off-farm and are categorized as
direct sales because these markets allow farmers to sell local products without an intermediary.
Both core and peripheral activities are placed into at least one of the five categories provided in
the study. However, some activities (i.e., farm stays) can be placed into multiple categories.

Figure 2.4

Five Categories of Agritourism: Direct Sales, Education, Hospitality, Outdoor
Recreation, and Entertainment, and Examples of Core vs. Peripheral Activities

Chase et al’s (2018) agritourism framework for industry analysis
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Summary
As the agritourism industry progresses in the United States, extensive research shows that
agritourism positively impacts communities through rural economic development and social
interaction (Rich et al., 2016; Sgroi et al., 2018). Nonetheless, researchers struggle with creating
a universal definition of agritourism, which consequently prevents agritourism operators and
Extension professionals from obtaining accurate statistics to further the industry (Rich et al.,
2016; Jensen et al., 2013). Chase et al’s (2018) framework focuses on separating common
agritourism activities into five categories and dividing them into either core or peripheral tiers
based on location (i.e., on-farm or off-farm) and their connection to agriculture. The goal is to
generate a framework that can be universally utilized in research and development efforts and
assist researchers in defining agritourism and classifying the specific activities that should be
included within it. The development of the agritourism industry is debilitated without a universal
agreement of the definition and categorization of agritourism activities. Identifying the
agritourism activities that Mississippi consumers seek aids researchers, agritourism operators,
and Extension personnel in determining which agricultural attractions should be implemented
into the definition of agritourism in the United States. The intention of this study establishes and
constructs a foundation for future research to build upon and is vital for the development and
improvement of the agritourism industry in Mississippi.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methods and procedures that were utilized in this study
including the research objectives, research design, population and sampling, instrumentation
procedures, and data analysis. This study aids agritourism operators and Extension personnel to
develop and improve agritourism destinations in Mississippi through the identification and
exploration of clientele’s demographic, participation, and activity preference information.
Restatement of The Problem
Rich et al. (2016) stated that agritourism is a niche market that is becoming increasingly
popular in the United States. However, the lack of research regarding agritourism clientele and
consumer demand can detrimentally affect agritourism destinations in their efforts to improve
their operation’s profit and overall success (Rich et al., 2016). Nasers and Retallick’s (2009)
study aided agritourism operators and Extension personnel in developing the business venture
through gained insight on clientele’s demographics and consumer preferences. However, their
study recommended that the research be replicated and conducted in other states where
agritourism is an established method of additional on-farm revenue (Nasers & Retallick, 2009).
Restatement of Research Objectives
The purpose of this study was to aid Mississippi farmers in their agritourism efforts
through gained knowledge concerning their clientele and consumer demands. This study also
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benefits the Extension Service through new information needed to provide effective training and
workshops to Mississippi farmers and producers. The specific research objectives were to:
1) Assess consumer’s knowledge of agriculture and agritourism
2) Determine the demographic profile of Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele
3) Describe levels of participation in agritourism activities
4) Determine the most sought after agritourism activities among Mississippi consumers
Research Design
This descriptive study aimed to collect quantitative data through the means of a directly
administered survey. Descriptive studies observe and measure at least one variable without
considering hypotheses or the manipulation of variables (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2019;
NEDARC, 2019). According to Zurmuehlen (1981), descriptive studies can determine the
distribution of multiple demographic characteristics including occupation, location, and their
relation to one’s attitudes and behaviors. Descriptive studies can aid researchers in determining
the needs of a group or population based on a study’s results (NEDARC, 2019). Therefore, a
descriptive survey administered to Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele helped determine
which activities and marketing strategies agritourism operators should implement onto their
farms to improve their operation’s growth and success.
As depicted in Figure 2.5, descriptive research can be used in quantitative, qualitative,
and multimethod research designs (Dereshiwsky, n.d.). Surveys can be used in various research
settings to collect data from samples of consenting individuals (Dereshiwsky, n.d.). Figure 2.5
also illustrates that surveys can be used in descriptive research to gain knowledge regarding
specific characteristics obtained by a sample of the population (Dereshiwsky, n.d.).
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Figure 2.5
Families of Design Methodology that Correspond to Quantitative, Qualitative,
and Multimethod Studies
Dereshiwsky’s (n.d.). Families of Research Designs – Part I.
Surveys obtain information based on respondents’ answers to specific questions (Ponto,
2015). By utilizing surveys, researchers can collect the responder’s demographic attributes and
opinion-based information (Nasers & Retallick, 2009). Surveys can also collect data regarding
the characteristics and thoughts of a large sample of consumers in a short period of time (Ponto
2015). Nasers and Retallick (2009) stated the advantages of directly administering surveys to the
study’s respondents were to increase the response rate and reduce the number of surveys that are
partially completed.
This quantitative study used a cross-sectional design to collect pertinent data in a
practical timeframe and evaluate consumer trends for the Mississippi agritourism industry.
Cross-sectional research designs are often used to measure characteristics and attributes in
research regarding current populations and medical studies (Setia, 2016). Some advantages of
using cross-sectional research include the ability to simultaneously measure multiple populations
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and variables (“Work and Health,” 2010). Furthermore, Aggarwal and Ranganthan (2019) stated
that cross-sectional research designs pose limited challenges concerning cost and ethical matters.
However, the primary disadvantage of cross-sectional studies is that the validity of the study
depends on whether the researcher can collect data from a sample that adequately represents the
population (Aggarwal & Ranganthan, 2019).
Data were obtained from attendees at the Mississippi State Fair because this event attracts
a diverse audience from numerous Mississippi counties. The Mississippi State Fair also provided
an easily accessible population for researchers to conduct a study that used convenience
sampling. Since this study obtained data from attendees of the Mississippi State Fair, it was
crucial to collect data within a short period of time. Therefore, a cross-sectional research design
matched the objectives of this study. By gaining descriptive information about Mississippi’s
agritourism clientele, this study assisted agritourism operators in providing marketable
attractions on agritourism destinations within the state, ultimately increasing profit for the
Mississippi agritourism industry.
Population and Sampling
In 2019, it was estimated that Mississippi had a population of 2,976,149 occupants
(Census Bureau, 2019). Moreover, the Census Bureau’s (2019) data suggested that 56.4% of the
state’s population was White or Caucasian, 37.8% was Black or African American, 3.4% was
Hispanic or Latino, 1.3% were two or more races, and 1.1% was Asian or Pacific Islander. In
addition, the Census Bureau’s data showed that 51.5% of Mississippi’s occupants were female,
and 48.5% were male in 2019. Furthermore, the data also stated that 84.5% of Mississippi
residents have attained a high school diploma or higher, and 22.0% of occupants attained a
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bachelor’s degree or higher. Finally, the median household income in Mississippi was $45,081 in
2019 (Census Bureau, 2019).
The population used for this study was attendees of the 2021 Mississippi State Fair that
were at least 18 years of age or older. The selection process for survey participants was carried
out through convenience sampling for a voluntary survey. Data were obtained from participants
who visited the Agriculture Experience Expo in the Mississippi Trade Mart Center at the
Mississippi State Fair from October 6 – October 17, 2021, where surveys were administered to
individuals entering the door of the Trade Mart Center. The opportunity for participants to win a
basket of Mississippi products from Genuine MS was provided as an incentive to increase the
survey’s response rate and promote products that were produced by Mississippi farmers and
vendors.
Instrumentation and Adaptation
After receiving approval from Dr. Retallick from Iowa State University to utilize and
amend the instrument that was previously created in Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study, the
instrument was adapted as required to measure the objectives in this study. Most of the
instrument’s elements were not changed; however, multiple questions were either omitted,
amended, or replaced. The reason for amending questions on Nasers and Retallick’s (2009)
instrument was to 1) more accurately measure the study’s objectives and 2) create an instrument
that was more specific to Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele. Every agritourism
operation that was registered by the MAA or mentioned by MDAC was reviewed to ensure that
all the recorded agritourism activities provided in Mississippi were included in the amended
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instrument. The following sections explain the questions of Nasers and Retallick’s (2009)
instrument that were adapted to measure the study’s research objectives.
Instrument Development
Numerous professionals in academia, Extension, and the agritourism industry reviewed
and provided suggestions for the adaptation of this study’s instrument, which was adapted from
Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study. The professionals utilized their experience in Mississippi
agritourism to improve the efficacy of the instrument. First, Dr. Kirk A. Swortzel, Professor and
Graduate Coordinator of Agricultural and Extension Education at Mississippi State University
and Dr. Michael E. Newman, Professor and Director of the School of Human Sciences at
Mississippi State University, viewed the amended instrument for content validity to determine
whether the updated instrument accurately measured the study’s research objectives.
Secondly, Mississippi State University Extension faculty assisted in instrument
adaptation. Dr. Daryl Jones, Extension Professor in Natural Resources, Wildlife Economics and
Enterprises at Mississippi State University and Dr. Rebecca Smith, Extension Professor in
Agricultural Economics, Agri-tourism, Economic Development, and Financial Literacy at
Mississippi State University reviewed the instrument. Dr. Jones and Dr. Smith reviewed the
instrument for content and face validity.
Finally, individuals from the agritourism industry also aided in the survey adaptation.
Two representatives of the Mississippi Agritourism Association [MAA] reviewed the instrument.
Mr. Michael May and Mr. Stanley Wise represented Mississippi agritourism operators and
reviewed the instrument for content and face validity. After the survey was reviewed and adapted
by the panel of experts, approval of IRB Protocol 21-237 was received on August 26, 2021.
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Non-Amended Questions
Multiple questions from Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study were not amended or
omitted to measure the objectives of the study. These questions pertained to the respondent’s
understanding of agriculture and how food was produced. Additional questions that were not
amended or omitted involved reasons respondents would participate in agritourism activities,
advertisement methods that respondents used to learn about agritourism activities, and
respondent’s highest educational attainment.
Amended Questions
Since this study was specific to Mississippi’s agritourism industry, the questions from
Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study that concerned respondents’ level of recognition of various
tourism terms (i.e., ecotourism, green tourism, etc.) were replaced to only measure respondents’
level of recognition of the term “agritourism”. Other questions that were amended to more
accurately measure the objectives of this study included 1) the respondent’s indicated importance
of agritourism operations to provide amenities and services, 2) whether respondents had visited
agritourism destinations in Mississippi, and 3) why respondents would participate or not
participate in agritourism activities. Whether the respondents would have purchased local
products from Mississippi agritourism destinations, and the type of products respondents would
have purchased on an agritourism operation were also amended to increase relevance to the
study’s research objectives.
Other questions that were amended to improve the study’s results included the survey
participant’s indicated gender, income, and county in which respondents resided. The population
of the area where respondents lived was amended to exclude rural/non-rural areas and only
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include population brackets to increase survey usability. Mississippi agritourism operators
recommended that the variable on Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) survey questions that regarded
miles that respondents were willing to spend on an agritourism operation be changed to time that
respondents were willing to spend on an agritourism operation. Finally, a minor spelling error
was detected and corrected on one question of the original Nasers and Retallick’s (2009)
instrument.
Developed Questions
Multiple questions were created to assist measuring the objectives in this study.
Developed questions that were incorporated in this study’s instrument included: 1) whether
respondents were Mississippi residents, 2) whether respondents had participated in Mississippi
agritourism activities, and 3) the selection of three products that respondents would most
commonly purchase on a farm in Mississippi. Moreover, a question was developed for
respondents to rank the category of agritourism activities in which they would be most likely to
have participated in.
The answer choices were adopted from Chase et al’s (2018) conceptual framework to aid
in the categorization of activities within the agritourism industry. Furthermore, a voluntary
question was created to allow participants to enter a drawing for a gift basket filled with local,
Mississippi products from Genuine MS. This question was an incentive for individuals to
participate in the study and to promote Mississippi products that were grown and created by local
farmers and producers.
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Omitted Questions
Several questions were omitted to measure the objectives of this study more accurately.
The questions that asked respondents how many times he/she had visited agritourism
destinations within the past year and whether respondents re-visited the same destination were
omitted to reduce the length of the survey. Since previously conducted studies (Che et al., 2006;
Nasers & Retallick, 2009) found that agritourism clientele mostly visit farms with their
immediate family and friends, the related question was also omitted to reduce survey length and
related non-response. Finally, questions pertaining to the individuals that respondents were most
likely to travel with and the season that respondents were most likely to visit agritourism locales
were also omitted to reduce survey length and to measure the study’s objectives more accurately.
Pilot Test Procedures
The purpose of conducting a pilot test was to determine whether research was feasible
and effective or required further evaluation before survey administration occurred (Leon et al,
2011). Nasers and Retallick (2009) conducted a pilot test in a grocery store to provide a random
selection of participants. Similarly, this study conducted a pilot test of the amended instrument at
the Neshoba County Fair on July 24, 2021, to represent the Mississippi State Fair’s participants
more accurately. Synonymous to the actual study, the QR code enabled respondents to access the
survey directly from their internet-accessible devices. The researchers administered 100 printed
versions of the QR code to individuals who lacked adequate time or methodology to accurately
or immediately complete the survey. Therefore, the amended survey was available for
individuals to complete for a period of 7 days post survey administration. The pilot test was
administered to 1) confirm that further amendments to the instrument were not required, and 2)
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ensure that validity of the study was present. The pilot test collected 28 valid responses from
fairgoers of the 2021 Neshoba County Fair. After reviewing the results of the pilot study, the
survey was approved and utilized at the 2021 Mississippi State Fair without further amendments.
Data Collection
Researchers began collecting data on October 6, 2021 and ended survey administration
on October 17, 2021. However, fairgoers were able to complete the survey until October 24,
2021, due to the 7-day period allotted to finish the survey that was administered to them.
Therefore, official data collection occurred from October 6 – October 24, 2021. Of the 112
survey respondents, 96 individuals met the criteria to participate in the study.
The amended survey was administered in-person through a QR code that linked
respondents to an online survey research platform called Qualtrics. FFA members who
participated in the Agriculture Experience Expo volunteered each day to assist the researcher in
administering surveys throughout the duration of the 2021 Mississippi State Fair. Participants
were asked to scan the QR code to begin the survey on their phone, tablet, or other internetaccessible device. The survey was available to participants for 7 days after survey
administration. Therefore, if individuals did not have immediate access to an internet-accessible
device or lacked adequate time to complete the survey, a printout of the survey’s QR code was
administered to the individual so that fairgoers could take the survey at a more convenient time.
The first survey question provided a copy of the consent form. Respondents were
required to consent to the terms of the survey before participating in the voluntary survey. Once
participants completed the survey, respondents had the optional opportunity to input their email
address in the drawing of a gift basket filled with products created and produced by Mississippi
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farmers and vendors sponsored by Genuine MS. The incentive was valued at less than or equal to
$100. The winner was randomly selected and notified by the researcher via email. Since the
survey was directly administered to participating individuals, a follow-up for non-respondents
was not required (“Accountability Office,” 2013).
Data Analysis
For this study, data were analyzed using SPSS, which is a computer software commonly
used in social science research to analyze statistical data (Arkkelin, 2014). Frequency tables were
created to analyze demographic information and the most indicated agritourism activities among
survey respondents. Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were utilized
to determine the most common variables among respondents and the dispersion of variables in
relation to the mean for specific questions. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize
responses for the questions that ranked agritourism sectors, preferred amenities and services,
respondents’ age, and reasons for participating in Mississippi agritourism.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND FINDINGS
This study’s purpose was to describe the demographic profile and preferred activities of
Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele. In four themes, this chapter discusses the results of
the study’s findings based on the objectives identified in previous chapters. The first objective
was to establish fundamental information about consumer’s knowledge concerning agriculture
and agritourism. The second objective was to determine the demographic profile of potential
agritourism clientele in the State of Mississippi. The third objective explored consumer’s
preferences regarding agritourism activities. Finally, the fourth objective was to determine the
agritourism activity in which consumers would be most willing to participate. The results will
assist stakeholders in their developmental efforts for the Mississippi agritourism industry.
Results of Objective One
The first objective was to identify the perceived knowledge that survey participants had
regarding agriculture, food production, and agritourism (Table 4.1). Of the 94 survey
respondents (n = 94), 4.3% (f = 4) had no understanding of agriculture, 76.6% (f = 72) had some
understanding of agriculture, and 19.1% (f = 18) had an extensive understanding of agriculture.
Similarly, 2.1% of the survey’s respondents (f = 2) had no understanding of how food was
produced, while 72.2% (f = 68) had some understanding of how their food was produced, and
25.5 % of respondents (f = 24) had an extensive understanding of how food was produced.
Additionally, 17.0% of the respondents (f = 16) reported they had no knowledge of agritourism,
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73.4% (f = 69) responded they had some knowledge of agritourism, and 9.6% (f = 9) reported
they had an extensive knowledge of agritourism.
Table 4.1
Term
Agriculture

How food is
produced

Agritourism

Respondents’ Knowledge of Agriculture, Food Production, and Agritourism (n =
94)
Statement
I have no understanding of agriculture

ƒ
4

%
4.3

I have some understanding of agriculture

72

76.6

I have extensive understanding of agriculture
I have no understanding of how my food is produced

18
2

19.1
2.1

I have some understanding of how my food is
produced
I have extensive understanding of how my food is
produced
I have no knowledge of agritourism

68

72.3

24

25.6

16

17.0

I have some knowledge of agritourism

69

73.4

I have extensive knowledge of agritourism

9

9.6

Results of Objective Two
Objective two was to give pertinent data to agritourism operators and small-scale farmers
regarding their clientele’s demographics, which will assist operators in the implementation of
effective marketing strategies for their businesses. The second objective was also to determine
the demographic characteristics of agritourism clientele in the State of Mississippi (Tables 4.2,
4.3, and 4.4, respectively). The demographic characteristics included age, gender, population
group, education, adjusted gross household income, the state where participants resided
(including county, if participants were a Mississippi resident), and the population of the area in
which survey respondents resided.
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Survey Respondent’s Age
Eligible respondents (those who were 18 years of age or older) were asked to indicate the
year in which they were born. Of the 96 survey respondents, 26 did not answer this question.
Table 4.2 indicates that of the 70 responses, 30.0% of the respondents (ƒ = 21) were between 35
and 44 years of age. In addition, 20.0% of the respondents (ƒ = 14) indicated being between 18
and 24 years of age and 18.6% (ƒ = 13) were between 25 and 34 years of age. Additionally, only
4.3% (ƒ = 3) of the respondents reported being between 65 and 74 years of age and none of the
respondents indicated being 75 years or older in age. The mean age among respondents was 38.7
years old (SD = 14.04).
Table 4.2

Specified Age of Survey Respondents (n = 70)

Variable

Category

ƒ

%

Age

18-24

14

20.0

25-34

13

18.6

35-44

21

30.0

45-54

11

15.7

55-64

8

11.4

65-74

3

4.3

75 or older

0

0.0

Total
70
100.0
Note. Individuals were required to be at least 18 years of age to participate in this study.
M = 38.67, SD = 14.04
Gender and Race
Of the 105 survey respondents (n = 105), 9 participants did not meet the age criteria to
complete the survey, leaving 96 individuals eligible to continue their survey response (n = 96).
Of the 96 respondents, 22 did not answer these questions pertaining to gender and race. Of the 74
respondents who answered these questions, Table 4.3 indicates that 62.1% (f = 46) were female,
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36.5% (f = 27) were male, and 1.4% (f = 1) identified their gender as other. Regarding the race of
respondents, 81.1% (f = 60) were White, 16.2% (f = 12) were Black or African American, and
2.7% (f = 2) reported their race as other.
Table 4.3

Respondents’ Gender and Race (n = 74)

Variable
Gender

Race

Category
Male

ƒ
27

%
36.5

Female

46

62.1

Other

1

1.4

Total
White

74
60

100.0
81.1

Black or African American

12

16.2

Other

2

2.7

Total

74

100.0

Respondents’ Levels of Education and Household Income
Survey participants were also asked to indicate their highest level of education completed
and their household’s adjusted gross income in 2020 as portrayed in Table 4.4. Of the 74 valid
survey responses, 36.4% of the respondents (f = 27) had a graduate or professional degree.
Furthermore, 17.6% of the respondents (f = 13) had an associate’s degree, 17.6% of the
respondents (f = 13) had some college education, and 16.2% of the respondents (f =12) had a
bachelor’s degree. Finally, 10.8% of the respondents (f = 8) obtained a high school diploma or
equivalent education and 1.4% of survey respondents (f = 1) had an education between the 9th
and 12th grade.
Of the 74 valid survey responses, 21.5% of the respondents (f = 16) reported an adjusted
gross household income of $100,000 - $149,000. Additionally, 14.9% of the respondents (f = 11)
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indicated their adjusted gross household income to be $35,000 - $49,999, 14.9% of the
respondents (f = 11) attained a household income of $50,000 - $74,999, and 14.9% of
respondents (f = 11) indicated their household income to be $75,000 - $99,000. Moreover, 8.0%
of the respondents (f = 6) indicated their household income to be $200,000 or more and 6.8% of
the respondents (f = 5) reported their household’s adjusted gross income to be $150,000 $199,999. In contrast, only 5.4% of the respondents (f = 4) indicated their household income to
be $15,000 - $24,999 and 5.4% of survey respondents (f = 4) had an adjusted gross household
income of $25,000 - $34,999. Finally, 4.1% of survey respondents (f = 3) attained an adjusted
gross household income of $15,000 - $24,999 and 4.1% of the respondents (f = 3) reported an
adjusted gross household income of less than $10,000 in 2020, as seen on Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4

Highest Level of Education Completed and Household Income of Respondents (n
= 74)

Variable
Education

Household income

Category
Between 9th – 12th grade

ƒ
1

%
1.4

High School Graduate
(includes equivalency)
Some college, no degree

8

10.8

13

17.6

Associate degree

13

17.6

Bachelor’s

12

16.2

Graduate or professional
degree

27

36.4

Total
$100,000 - $149,999

16

74

100.0
21.5

$75,000 - $99,999

11

14.9

$50,000 - $74,999

11

14.9

$35,000 - $49,999

11

14.9

$200,000 or more

6

8.0

$150,000 - $199,999

5

6.8

$25,000 - $34,999

4

5.4

$15,000 - $24,999

4

5.4

$10,000-$14,999

3

4.1

Less than $10,000

3

4.1

Total

74

100.0

Note. The income variable measures adjusted gross household income in 2020.
Respondents’ State of Residency
Of the 112 total survey responses, 96 survey participants provided data regarding their
residency. Among the 96 valid survey responses, 90.6% (f = 87) were residents of Mississippi
and 9.4% of the survey respondents (f = 9) resided in other states across the United States of
America, as illustrated in Table 4.5.
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Table 1.1

State of Residency Indicated by Survey Respondents (n = 96)

Mississippi Resident
Yes

ƒ
87

%
90.6

No

9

9.4

Total

96

100

Survey participants represented 29 of the 82 total counties in Mississippi. The most
frequent Mississippi counties represented were Rankin (f = 20, 20.8%) and Hinds (f = 18,
18.8%). Among the non-Mississippi residents that completed the survey were individuals from
Alabama, Illinois, Louisiana, Florida, Oklahoma, and Utah.
Population Category
As seen on Table 4.6, survey respondents were also asked to indicate the population
category in which they resided. Of the 74 valid survey responses, 20.2% of the respondents (ƒ =
15) indicated their population category to be 20,000 - 49,999 people and 17.5% of the
respondents (ƒ = 13) lived in communities of 2,500 - 4,999 people. Moreover, 14.9% of survey
respondents (ƒ = 11) indicated living amongst a population of 150,000 or more, 13.5% (ƒ = 10)
indicated their population category to be 5,000 - 9,999 people, and 13.5% (ƒ = 10) indicated their
population category to be less than 2,500 people. The three lowest represented population
categories were 10,000 - 19,999 people (ƒ = 9, 12.2%), 100,000 - 149,999 people (ƒ = 3, 4.1%),
and 50,000 - 99,999 people (ƒ = 3, 4.1%).
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Table 4.5
Variable
Population

Population Category of Survey Respondents (n = 74)
Category
Population of less than 2,500

ƒ
10

%
13.5

Population of 2,500-4,999

13

17.5

Population of 5,000-9,999

10

13.5

Population of 10,000-19,999

9

12.2

Population of 20,000-49,999

15

20.2

Population of 50,000-99,999

3

4.1

Population of 100,000-149,999

3

4.1

Population of 150,000 or more

11

14.9

74

100.0

Total
Note. Non-Mississippi residents are included in this data
Results of Objective Three

Objective three identified how many respondents had participated in Mississippi
agritourism activities and the specific activities that clientele had visited. The third objective also
included the amount of time that agritourism clientele would be willing to participate in
agritourism activities and the method(s) of advertisement used to attract clientele to a Mississippi
agritourism destination. Furthermore, objective three examined the reasons that individuals had
not participated in agritourism activities within the state. Finally, the third objective identified
the number of respondents that would purchase local food from Mississippi producers and
participants’ reasons for purchasing or not purchasing local food grown and made in Mississippi.
Participation in Mississippi Agritourism
As seen on Table 4.7, 96 individuals at the Mississippi State Fair completed the survey
about Mississippi agritourism and whether they had participated in agritourism activities in
Mississippi. From those responses, 62.5% of the respondents (ƒ = 60) indicated they had
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participated in Mississippi agritourism activities, 21.9% of the respondents (ƒ = 21) indicated
they had not participated in Mississippi agritourism activities, and 12.5% of the respondents (ƒ =
12) were not sure if they had participated in Mississippi agritourism activities.
Table 4.6
Variable
Participation

Respondents’ Participation in Mississippi Agritourism Activities (n = 96)
Category

ƒ

%

Yes

60

62.5

No

21

21.9

Not Sure

12

12.5

Not reported
Total

3
96

3.1
100

Participation in Specific Agritourism Activities
In addition to participation levels, survey respondents were also asked about the specific
agritourism activities they have visited in Mississippi. Table 4.8 indicates the most visited
agritourism activities in Mississippi by survey respondents. Of the 96 valid responses, 53.1% (ƒ
= 51) had visited a farmers’ market, 50.0% (ƒ = 48) had participated in hayrides, 49.0% (ƒ = 47)
had visited pumpkin patches, 39.6% (ƒ = 38) had visited a corn maze, and 38.5% (ƒ = 37) of the
respondents had participated in pick-your-own fruit/vegetables agritourism activities. In contrast,
the lowest participated Mississippi agritourism activities by survey respondents were farm
produce tasting (ƒ = 14, 14.6%), farm tours (ƒ = 11, 11.5%), on-farm camping (ƒ = 5, 5.2%), and
on-farm concerts (ƒ = 5, 5.2%), and other activities (ƒ = 1, 1.0%).
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Table 4.7

Participation in Mississippi Agritourism Activities Among Mississippi
Agritourism Clientele (n = 96)

Activity
Farmers market

ƒ
51

%
53.1

Hayride

48

50.0

Pumpkin patch

47

49.0

Corn maze

38

39.6

Pick-your-own fruit/vegetables

37

38.5

4-wheeling/ATV riding (on private land)

33

34.4

Petting zoo (on-farm)

31

32.3

Cut your own Christmas tree

28

29.2

School field trip to a farm

25

26.0

Horseback riding (on private land)

22

22.9

Fishing for a fee (on private land)

20

20.8

Hunting for a fee (on private land)

16

16.7

Wedding (on-farm)

15

15.6

Bed and Breakfast

14

14.6

Nature retreat

14

14.6

Farm produce tasting

14

14.6

Farm tour

11

11.5

On-farm camping

5

5.2

On-farm concerts

5

5.2

Other

1

1.0

Note. Data was based on all respondents that participated in the study
Survey respondents were able to select more than one answer from the activities above
Advertisement Methods for Agritourism Activities
Those respondents who indicated they had participated in agritourism activities (f = 60)
were asked to indicate which advertisement methods attracted them to participate in agritourism
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activities. Among those respondents, the most frequently reported advertisement method was
word of mouth (ƒ = 45, 75.0%). Other popular advertisement methods were social media (ƒ = 39,
65.0%), school activities (ƒ = 27, 45.0%), the internet (ƒ = 22, 36.7%), and church activities (ƒ =
21, 35.0%). Other reported forms of Mississippi agritourism advertisement among respondents
were farms signs (ƒ = 17, 28.3%), newspaper (ƒ = 14, 23.3%), radio (ƒ = 13, 21.7%), and
television (ƒ = 13, 21.7%). Finally, as depicted on Table 4.9, respondents indicated local
Chambers of Commerce (ƒ = 2, 3.3%) and other indicated agritourism advertisement methods as
the least successful form of agritourism advertisement methods in the State of Mississippi (ƒ = 2,
3.3%).
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Table 4.8

Advertisement Methods Among Agritourism Clientele (n = 60)

Activity
Word of mouth

ƒ
45

%
75.0

Social media

39

65.0

School activity

27

45.0

Internet

22

36.7

Church activity

21

35.0

Farm sign

17

28.3

Newspaper

14

23.3

Radio

13

21.7

Television

13

21.7

Promotional flyer

10

16.7

Farm/agritourism website

5

8.3

Brochures

4

6.7

Tourism/guidebook

4

6.7

Chamber of Commerce

2

3.3

Other

2

3.3

Note. Survey respondents were able to select more than one answer from the activities
above
Time Spent on Agritourism Destinations
Table 4.10 illustrates respondents’ responses when asked to indicate the amount of time,
on average, that they were willing to visit a farm or participate in agritourism activities. Of the
75 valid responses, 30.8% of the respondents (ƒ = 23) were willing to spend half a day at an
agritourism operation, 29.3% of the respondents (ƒ = 22) indicated a willingness to spend 2-3
hours at an agritourism destination, and 24.0% of survey respondents (ƒ = 18) were willing to
spend 1-2 hours on an agritourism destination. Furthermore, 13.3% of the respondents (ƒ = 10)
indicated a willingness to spend a whole day on a farm or agritourism destination. Only 1.3% of
the respondents (ƒ = 1) indicated they were willing to spend less than an hour on an agritourism
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operation and 1.3% of respondents (ƒ = 1) indicated they would not visit an agritourism
destination.
Table 4.9

Amount of Time that Clientele Would Spend at an Agritourism Destination (n =
75)

Variable

Category

ƒ

%

Time

Half a day

23

30.8

2-3 hours

22

29.3

1-2 hours

18

24.0

A whole day

10

13.3

Less than an hour

1

1.3

I would not visit

1

1.3

Total

75

100.0

Reasons for Not Participating in Agritourism Activities
Among the 93 participants that completed this portion of the survey, 21.9% of the
respondents (ƒ = 21) indicated they had not participated in Mississippi agritourism activities and
12.5% of the respondents (ƒ = 12) were unsure whether they had participated in Mississippi
agritourism activities. Of the respondents (ƒ = 33) that indicated they were either unsure or had
not participated in Mississippi agritourism, 72.7% of the respondents (ƒ = 24) specified reasons
for not participating being because they did not know about agritourism. Additionally, 15.2% of
these respondents (ƒ = 5) indicated they had not participated in agritourism activities because the
destinations were too far away or inconvenient.
In contrast, 9.1% of the respondents (ƒ = 3) indicated that their non-participation was due
to disinterest in agritourism activities. Moreover, 6.1% of survey respondents (ƒ = 2) indicated
other reasons for not participating in Mississippi agritourism, including being a live-alone
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college student. Finally, only 3.0% of the respondents (ƒ = 1) signified the reason for their nonparticipation was that agritourism operations were too expensive. This indicated that monetary
restrictions were the least reported factor for potential agritourism clientele to not participate in
agritourism activities, as shown on Table 4.11.
Table 4.10

Reasons for Non-Participation in Agritourism Activities Among Survey
Respondents (n = 33)

Reason
Did not know about them

ƒ
24

%
72.7

Too far away/inconvenient

5

15.2

Not interested

3

9.1

Other

2

6.1

Too expensive

1

3.0

Note. Calculated percentages based on the 33 survey respondents that had not participated in
Mississippi agritourism during the time of survey completion.
Survey respondents were able to select more than one answer from the activities above.
Demand for Local Food and Products
Table 4.12 illustrates whether participants would have purchased local food or products
when visiting agritourism operations in the State of Mississippi. Of the 75 survey respondents
that completed this portion of the survey, 93.3% (ƒ = 70) indicated that they would have
purchased local products from an agritourism destination. Furthermore, 6.7% (ƒ = 5) were not
sure if they would purchase local products and 0% (ƒ = 0) indicated that they would not purchase
local products while visiting a Mississippi farm or agritourism operation.
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Table 4.11

Demand for Local Products Among Survey Respondents (n = 75)

Category

ƒ

%

Yes

70

93.3

Not Sure

5

6.7

No

0

0.0

Total

75

100.0

Consumer’s Preferred Local Food and Products
Survey respondents who indicated they would purchase local products were also asked to
identify the top three types of products they would be most willing to purchase on a Mississippi
farm or agritourism destination. As shown on Table 4.13, 77.1% of the respondents (ƒ = 54)
indicated that they would purchase fresh fruits, 77.1% of the respondents (ƒ = 54) would
purchase fresh vegetables, and 48.6% of the respondents (ƒ = 34) indicated they would purchase
specialty foods like jams, jellies, baked goods, and condiments.
Some of the least frequently reported products that survey respondents were willing to
purchase on a Mississippi farm included homemade crafts (ƒ = 20, 28.6%), clothing (ƒ = 12,
17.1%), and eggs (ƒ = 12, 17.1%). The least frequently reported products that respondents would
purchase on a farm in Mississippi were exotic meats like goat, buffalo, llama, and rabbits (ƒ = 5,
7.1%) and other described products such as herbs (ƒ = 1) and honey (ƒ = 1). Neither herbs nor
honey were selectable options on the survey.
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Table 4.12

Preferred Local Foods and Products to Purchase by Survey Participants (n =70)

Category

ƒ

%

Fresh fruits

54

77.1

Fresh vegetables

54

77.1

Specialty foods (jams and jellies, baked goods,
condiments)

34

48.6

Flowers or plants

26

37.1

Dairy products (milk, cheese, yogurt, ice cream)

23

32.9

Traditional meats (beef, pork, chicken, lamb)

21

30.0

Homemade crafts

20

28.6

Christmas tree

17

24.3

Clothing (t-shirts, hats)

12

17.1

Eggs

12

17.1

Exotic meats (goat, buffalo, llama, rabbit)

5

7.1

Other

3

4.3

Note. Survey respondents were able to select more than one category listed above
Reasons for Not Purchasing Local Food and Products
Table 4.14 illustrates respondents’ reasonings for not purchasing local products in
Mississippi. Five survey respondents indicated they were either unsure or would not purchase
local products. Respondents were then asked to identify reasons for not purchasing locally
sourced Mississippi products. Results indicate that 40.0% (ƒ = 2) of the respondents did not
purchase local products because they did not know about local products, 20.0% of the
respondents (ƒ = 1) were not interested in purchasing local products, 20.0% of the respondents (ƒ
= 1) indicated that local products were too expensive, and 20.0% of the respondents (ƒ = 1)
reported other reasons for not purchasing local products.
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Table 4.13
Variable
Reason

Reasons for Non-purchase of Local Mississippi Products (n = 5)
Category
Did not know about them

ƒ
2

%
40.0

Not interested

1

20.0

Too expensive

1

20.0

Other
1
20.0
Total
5
100.0
Note. Percentages were calculated based on the 5 respondents that would not purchase local
products in Mississippi agritourism operations

Results of Objective Four
The fourth objective was to determine the type of agritourism activities that clientele
would be most willing to visit and examines respondents’ perceived importance of agritourism
operations to provide specific activities, amenities, and services. The results of objective four
will improve the marketing strategies that farmers use to provide relevant activities and services
to agritourism clientele and increase agritourism participation in the State of Mississippi.
Rating Agritourism Activities
As seen on Table 4.15, survey participants were asked to indicate the likelihood that they
would be willing to visit an agritourism operation from 1 = extremely unlikely to 5 = extremely
likely. Of the 90 valid survey responses, the agritourism sector that respondents would most visit
was the entertainment sector (M = 4.11, SD = 1.02). Other agritourism sectors that survey
respondents indicated they were likely to visit was the outdoor recreation sector (M = 4.01, SD =
1.01) and the direct sales sector of agritourism (M = 4.00, SD = 1.02). Additionally, respondents
were less likely to visit the education sector (M = 3.90, SD = 1.05) and least likely to visit the
hospitality sector of agritourism (M = 3.69, SD = 1.11).
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Table 4.14

Respondents’ Likelihood to Participate in Agritourism Sectors (n = 90)

Sector

Extremely
unlikely

Unlikely

Unsure

Likely

Extremely
likely

M

SD

%

%

%

%

%

Entertainment

2.2

7.8

10.0

36.7

43.3

4.11

1.02

Outdoor
recreation
Direct sales

3.3

5.6

13.3

42.2

35.6

4.01

1.01

2.2

7.8

14.4

38.9

36.7

4.00

1.02

Education

2.2

10.0

16.7

37.8

33.3

3.90

1.05

Hospitality

1.1

18.9

17.8

34.4

27.8

3.69

1.11

Note. 1 = extremely unlikely, 2 = unlikely, 3 = unsure, 4 = likely, 5 = extremely likely

Reasons for Clientele Participation
Respondents were asked to indicate their perceived importance for specific reasons to
visit agritourism activities within the State of Mississippi from 1= not important to 5 = extremely
important, as shown on Table 4.16. Of the 86 valid survey responses, the most important reason
for clientele participation among respondents was to spend time with family and friends (M =
4.48, SD = .808). Respondents also indicated important reasons for participating in Mississippi
agritourism were to support local farmers (M = 4.43, SD = .790), to enjoy rural scenery/nature
(M = 4.17, SD = .870), and to purchase fresh products (M = 4.13, SD = .918).
Some of the least important reasons for clientele participation among survey respondents
was a short travel distance for vacation (M = 3.88, SD = 1.10), to learn about agriculture (M =
3.81, SD = 1.10), and to have internet access to rural broadband (M = 3.35, SD = 1.51). Finally,
the least important reason for clientele participation among survey respondents was to take
pictures for social media (M = 2.62, SD = 1.49).
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Table 4.15

Reasons for Clientele Participation in Mississippi Agritourism (n = 86)

Reason

NI

SI

MI

I

EI

M

SD

%
1.2

%
1.2

%
9.3

%
25.6

%
62.7

4.48

.81

To support local
farmers

0.0

3.5

8.1

30.2

58.2

4.43

.79

To enjoy rural
scenery/nature

0.0

5.8

12.8

39.5

41.9

4.17

.87

To purchase fresh
products

2.3

3.5

11.6

44.2

38.4

4.13

.92

Short travel
distance for
vacation
To learn about
agriculture

3.5

7.0

24.4

27.9

37.2

3.88

1.1

3.5

9.3

22.0

32.6

32.6

3.81

1.1

To have internet
access to rural
broadband

19.8

11.6

12.8

25.6

30.2

3.35

1.5

To take pictures for
social media

36.0

12.8

19.8

16.3

15.1

2.62

1.5

To spend time with
family and friends

Note. 1 = Not Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 = Moderately Important, 4 = Important, 5 =
Extremely Important (NI; SI; MI; I; EI, respectively).
Demand for Specific Amenities
Table 4.17 depicts where survey respondents were asked to indicate their perceived
importance for Mississippi agritourism operations to offer specific amenities. Of the 82 valid
responses, the most important indicated amenity for Mississippi agritourism operations to
provide was real restrooms (M = 4.15, SD = 1.01). Other important amenities indicated by
respondents were handicap accessibility (M = 3.94, SD = 1.19), the ability to use credit/debit
cards (M = 3.94, SD = .960), and the ability to purchase food and drinks (M = 3.90, SD = 1.00).
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Some of the least important amenities for agritourism operations to offer among survey
respondents were a convenient location (M = 3.85, SD = 1.06), strollers/wagons for kids (M =
3.44, SD = 1.37), and a picnic area (M = 3.66, SD = 1.10). The least important indicated amenity
for agritourism operations to provide among survey respondents was online ticketing (M = 3.15,
SD = 1.32). Finally, respondents reported other amenities that were important for agritourism
operations to provide for their clientele (M = 2.71, SD = 1.70). Other amenities that were
reported to be important for agritourism operations to provide included a decent parking space, a
pet friendly environment, the sale of handmade and homemade items, and a shade for clientele to
utilize during their visit to Mississippi agritourism enterprises.

56

Table 4.16

Demand of Agritourism Destinations to Offer Specific Amenities (n = 82)

Amenities

NI

SI

MI

I

EI

M

SD

%
1.2

%
6.1

%
18.3

%
25.6

%
48.8

4.15

1.01

Handicap accessible

4.9

9.8

14.6

28.0

42.7

3.94

1.19

Ability to use credit/debit
card

2.4

3.7

23.2

39.0

31.7

3.94

.960

Food and drink for
purchase

2.4

6.1

22.0

37.8

31.7

3.90

1.00

Convenient location

3.7

8.5

15.9

42.7

29.3

3.85

1.06

Strollers/wagons for kids

13.4

13.4

15.9

30.5

26.8

3.44

1.37

Picnic area

3.7

13.4

20.7

37.8

24.4

3.66

1.10

Online ticketing

14.6

17.1

25.6

24.4

18.3

3.15

1.32

Real restrooms (not porta
potties)

Note. 1 = Not Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 = Moderately Important, 4 = Important, 5 =
Extremely Important (NI; SI; MI; I; EI, respectively).
Demand for Specific Services
Survey participants were also asked to indicate their perceived importance for specific
services that Mississippi agritourism operations offer to their clientele from 1 = not important to
5 = extremely important. Of the 76 valid survey responses, the most important indicated service
was to offer fresh products (M = 4.30, SD = 0.88). However, another important service among
survey respondents was to learn how products were grown or made (M = 4.03, SD = 1.01).
Some of the least important services indicated among survey respondents was the
opportunity to pick your own fruit/vegetables (M = 3.92, SD = 1.06), to offer naturally raised
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products (M = 3.91, SD = 1.05), and to offer organic products (M = 3.53, SD = 1.28).
Furthermore, the least important service for agritourism operations to provide among survey
respondents was an opportunity to care for animals (M = 3.86, SD = 1.12).
Respondents also described other services that were extremely important for agritourism
operations to provide. The opportunity to buy Mississippi made products and petting zoos were
among the other reported services that were important for agritourism operations to provide for
their clientele (M = 2.51, SD = 1.06).
Table 4.17

Demand for Agritourism Destinations to Offer Specific Services (n = 76)
Service

NI

SI

MI

I

EI

%
1.0

%
3.1

%
6.3

%
29.2

%
39.6

M

SD

4.30

.88

Learning how products are
grown or made

2.6

6.6

13.2

40.8

36.8

4.03

1.01

Offers naturally raised (not
organic) products

2.6

7.9

19.7

35.6

34.2

3.91

1.05

Opportunity to pick your
own fruit/vegetables

2.6

7.9

19.7

34.2

35.6

3.92

1.06

Opportunity to care for
animals

5.3

6.6

19.7

34.2

34.2

3.86

1.12

Offers organic products

10.5

11.8

17.1

35.4

25.0

3.53

1.28

Offers fresh products

Note. 1 = Not Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 = Moderately Important, 4 = Important, 5 =
Extremely Important (NI; SI; MI; I; EI, respectively).
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to improve the Mississippi agritourism industry through
gained knowledge by small-scale farms, agritourism operators, and other stakeholders invested
in the growth and development of the agritourism industry. The specific objectives were to:
1) Assess consumer’s knowledge of agriculture and agritourism.
2) Determine the demographic profile of Mississippi’s potential agritourism clientele.
3) Describe levels of participation in agritourism activities
4) Determine the most sought after agritourism activities among consumers.
Methodology Review
After IRB Protocol 21-237 was approved by Mississippi State University, surveys were
administered in the Trade Mart Center at the 2021 Mississippi State Fair from October 6 to 17,
2021. QR codes were embedded into the hand-out that contained instructions for completing the
survey. Survey participants were required to review and agree to the consent form included in the
instrument before they were able to complete the survey.
Continuous availability of the principal researcher throughout the duration of the fair
would have been optimal in terms of survey administration and response rate. However,
Mississippi FFA members that were involved in the Agricultural Experience Expo volunteered to
mitigate this issue and administered surveys when the researcher was not present.

59

Conclusions and Discussion
Objective One: Assess consumer’s knowledge of agriculture and agritourism
Respondents that attended the 2021 Mississippi State Fair had some understanding about
agriculture, some understanding about how their food was produced, and had some knowledge of
the agritourism industry. These results correlated with Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study that
was conducted in Iowa, which also reported that most respondents had some understanding of
agriculture and how their food was produced, and the majority had also participated in
agritourism activities.
Objective Two: Determine the demographic profile of Mississippi’s potential agritourism
clientele
Mississippi agritourism clientele were primarily Caucasian or White females between 35
and 44 years of age. Most respondents reported that they attained a graduate or professional
degree and had an adjusted household income between $100,000 and $149,999 in 2020.
Mississippi agritourism clientele were residents of Mississippi that lived in areas with a
population between 20,000 and 49,999 people. The highest represented counties were near the
locale of the Mississippi State Fair where the instrument was administered.
Since survey respondents reported a higher number of females and individuals with
White or Caucasian descent, the respondents’ demographics did not closely correspond with the
Census Bureau’s (2019) data. Additionally, respondents indicated they obtained a higher
household income and educational attainment compared to Mississippi’s overall population.
However, respondents reported their educational attainment was more closely aligned with the
Census Bureau’s (2019) data than other researched demographic characteristics.
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The levels of educational attainment and household income from this study aligned with
those from Brown and Hershey’s (2012) study, which stated that the most frequent educational
attainment and household income among agritourism clientele was higher than the state’s
average. However, the proximity of the survey administration may have affected the counties
that were represented among survey respondents. Data collected for the population category
among respondents was consistent with Nasers & Retallick’s (2009) study, which reported that
respondents were from non-urban areas. However, these findings may change depending on the
sample size collected and the location that the survey is administered.
Objective 3: Describe levels of participation in agritourism activities
Identifying demanded agritourism activities among clientele can aid in the determination
of whether agritourism should include activities that are not deeply connected to agriculture
(Chase et al., 2018). Discovering the activity preferences of agritourism clientele can also assist
in the determination and culmination of a universal agritourism definition, as mentioned in Chase
et al’s (2018) study. Most respondents indicated that they had participated in Mississippi
agritourism activities and had primarily visited farmers’ markets, hayrides, and pumpkin patches.
These findings indicated that the preferred agritourism activities among respondents were
peripheral activities within the direct sales sector of agritourism (i.e., farmers’ markets) and core
activities within agritourism’s entertainment sector (i.e., hayrides and pumpkin patches). Popular
agritourism activities among respondents corresponded with Brown and Hershey’s (2012) study,
which found that farmers’ markets were also the most visited agritourism activity in Wisconsin.
Word of mouth was the most frequently utilized advertisement method among
agritourism clientele and the amount of time respondents were willing to spend on an agritourism
operation was primarily half a day. Multiple studies (Murphy & Melstrom, 2017; Nasers &
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Retallick, 2009) also reported that word of mouth was the most effective advertisement method
among survey respondents. However, research shows that social media and internet searches
increased as a commonly indicated advertisement method among clientele as technology and
internet-access progressed in the U.S. (Murphy & Melstrom, 2017). The highest indicated reason
for non-participation in Mississippi agritourism was because potential clientele did not know
about Mississippi agritourism destinations.
Objective 4: Determine the most sought after agritourism activities among consumers
Chase et al’s (2018) study also categorized agritourism activities into five sectors. This
study’s respondents indicated preferred interests in the entertainment, outdoor recreation, and
direct sales sectors, for respondents reported they were likely to visit these agritourism sectors. In
contrast, respondents reported less likelihood to participate in agritourism’s education and
hospitality sectors. Research related to clientele’s preferred agritourism sectors is vital in
discovering a universal definition of agritourism in the future, as indicated by the efforts of
Chase et al’s (2018) study.
To spend time with family and friends, to support local farmers, to enjoy rural
scenery/nature, and to purchase fresh products were all important reasons for clientele to visit
Mississippi agritourism destinations. Real restrooms were the only important amenity among
respondents for agritourism operations to provide for clientele. Respondents indicated that the
sale of fresh products and teaching clientele how products are grown or made were important
services for agritourism destinations to provide on their farm.
Respondents also indicated they found value in supporting local farmers and agriculture
through the purchase of fresh products and local items, as supported by Nasers and Retallick’s
(2009) study. Respondents reported handicap accessibility as a more important amenity than the
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respondents in Nasers and Retallick’s (2009) study, which reported handicap accessibility as the
least important amenity for an agritourism destination to provide in Iowa. However, these results
could change based on the study’s sample.
Recommendations
Through the findings of this study, there are some recommendations that can be made for
Mississippi agritourism operators and future research.
Recommendations for Mississippi Agritourism Operators
As previous studies have stated, it is important to continue developing and improving the
agritourism industry as it generates additional income for small farms, furthers rural economic
development, and promotes local products (Connolly & Klaiber, 2019; Rich et al., 2016). This
study provides data that aid agritourism operators in Mississippi to identify the needs of their
clientele. The following are recommendations for agritourism operators in Mississippi, based on
the findings of this research study:
•

Focus on providing agritourism activities that were commonly visited in this study (i.e.,
farmers markets, corn mazes, and pumpkin patches).

•

Increase word of mouth advertisement and social media presence to maximize the
efficiency of your operation’s advertisement and marketing strategies.

•

Ensure that clientele can participate in all your operations’ activities within half a day.

•

Provide local products for clientele to purchase on your agritourism operation, especially
fruits and vegetables, according to indicated demand among survey respondents.

•

Concentrate marketing efforts within the entertainment, outdoor recreation, and direct
sales sectors of agritourism in Mississippi.
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•

Create a family - friendly atmosphere that engages clientele to support local farmers.

•

Implement real restrooms and handicap accessibility onto your agritourism operation.

•

Offer the sale of fresh products and teach clientele how products are grown and made.

Recommendations for Extension
Extension may also benefit from the results of this study. With the monetary value of
agritourism increasing in Mississippi (Mann, n.d.), it is important for Extension to provide
educational resources and materials for agritourism operators and stakeholders.
Recommendations based on this study are as follows:
•

Utilize this study’s data for guidance and recommendations for farmers interested or
invested in agritourism within the state.

•

Create and publish resources that aid existing Mississippi agritourism operators through
the dissemination of this study’s findings.

Recommendations for Future Research
This research study was conducted to provide a foundation of data that future researchers
can build upon. Although additional variables should be researched in Mississippi regarding the
agritourism industry, the following is a list of recommendations for future research.
•

Replicate this study in other regions of Mississippi to gain additional data about
agritourism clientele within the state.

•

Study other variables (i.e., dollars willing to spend on agritourism operations, number of
times clientele have visited agritourism destinations, how to improve previous
experiences, etc.) to gain more knowledge on Mississippi agritourism clientele.
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•

Explore why some respondents did not indicate that learning about agriculture was an
important reason to participate in Mississippi agritourism.

•

Study the effect of farmers’ markets and their relationship on the decreasing number of
agritourism operations as it relates to direct sales of products on agritourism destinations.

•

Conduct this study in other states within the U.S. to aid in the contribution and
development of a universal definition of agritourism.
Summary
Overall, the results were like the findings of other studies that were previously conducted

regarding prospective agritourism clientele (Brown & Hershey, 2012; Murphy & Melstrom,
2017; Nasers & Retallick, 2009). This study also signified the importance to promote the
agritourism industry in Mississippi, as it positively contributes to rural economies, provides a
supplemental income to small-scale farms, and offers an educational environment for consumers
to learn about agriculture and the origins of their food (Barbieri et al., 2009; Khanal et al., 2020;
Rich et al., 2016; Schafer, 2008). Moreover, it is important to conduct additional research to
synthesize a universal definition of agritourism in the U.S. (Chase et al., 2018). Further research
is encouraged to expedite the identification and analysis of agritourism clientele’s demographic
characteristics, trends, and activity preferences in the State of Mississippi. The researcher
encourages extended use of the instrument across other regions of the state. Due to rapidly
changing regulations and restrictions regarding COVID-19, the researcher complied with the
protocols enforced by the Mississippi State Fairgrounds.
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APPENDIX A
SCRIPT FOR SURVEY ADMINISTRATION
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SCRIPT USED DURING DATA COLLECTION:
(Only the principal investigator will have contact with the subjects)
Good morning/Good afternoon/Good evening! I was hoping that I could have a few
minutes of your time. I am currently a graduate student at Mississippi State University.
As part of my research project, I am interested in finding more information about
consumer preferences and participation levels in Mississippi agritourism activities.
Would you be willing to complete a voluntary survey?
If individual say no:
Thank you for your time. I hope you enjoy your visit at the fair.
If individual says yes:
Are you a Mississippi resident over the age of 18?
If individual is not a Mississippi resident over the age of 18:
Thank you for your willingness to participate in my survey. Unfortunately, at this time I
am strictly gathering information from Mississippi residents over the age of 18.
If individual is a Mississippi resident over the age of 18:
I would like to remind you that participation in this survey is voluntary. If there are any
questions you wish not to answer, please feel free to skip them. All the information you
provide will be kept confidential and will not be shared with any party or organization.
Thank you for your participation. By scanning this QR code with your phone or other
internet-accessible device, you will be able to access the survey. You will have 7 days to
complete the survey.
The final question asks for you to provide your email address to enter a drawing for a
basket of Mississippi products. Please note that this question is not required. However,
the email address will only be used to notify you if you win the prize. Again, your
information will remain strictly confidential.
After individual is finished completing the survey:
Thank you for your time. I hope you enjoy your visit to the Mississippi State Fair.
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2017 Agriculture Census
Current Agritourism Definition
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